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A SURVEY OF STATE AND LOCAL TRAINING NEEDS IN' 
• TECHNICAL AREAS OF PERSONNEL SELECTION 

. ABSTRACT 



^^.--This suwey was designed to identify the needs of State and local 
governmerft personnel for training in technical areas of personnel 
selection. Additionally, information about the adequacy of existing 
training resources was obtained, A checklist sent to a sample com- 
prising 884 large and rfedium State and local jurisdictions requested 
iipiformation concerhkig the proportion of staff needing training, the 
level pf training re^laired, the adequacy of training now available, 
and the priority pf draining needs — in each of 25 subject areas, A 
total of 453, or 51. 2%, useable returns were received. ^ The .datk 
show that relatively few jurisdictions consider their present* training 
resources adequate in any of the subject areas. Many rfeport that ^ 
"most" or "all of their examination staff require training in areas 
of "medium" or "high" priority. When these factoijs are considered 
in combination, the greatest needs for training are regat'ded'to^be ' 
in the areas of ratin^f training and experience,, legal regulations for 
selection, oral examining, and job-element examining. The distri- 
bution of training needs among the 25 subject areas does not differ 
significantly ^between large and medivim jurisdictions. While more 
jurisdictions report a need for basic than for refre'sher training, 
still moi;^ perceive a need for both. ' 
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• A SURVEX OF STATKAND'iLOCAL TRAINING NEEDS IN ' / 
J . TECHNICALVVREAS X3F PERSONNEL SELECTION 

Background 

This survey was xindertaken to obtain a picture of training needs in 
technical areas of personnel Selection as perceived by State and local 
authorities. A major purpose was to help in setting priorities forlhe 
development of instructional materials- for the benefit of State^and local 
jurisdictions. In assessing needs and planning training activities, the 
surv^ information should be-useful to not only the U. S. Civil Service 
Commission (USCSC) but also other interested groups; for ex^ple. con 
sortia of State and local jurisdictions, professional associations^, and 
universities and colleges (particularly psychology^ departments and 
schools of pubUc administration). 

At the sanie time,^it:was anticipated that the survey might xmcover 
leads to suitalaifii' training resources already in existence. This might be 
done by following up with jurisdictions reporting "generally adequate" 
trailing available in a particular subject area. 

* > . • 

Method 

The Personnel Research and Development Center (PRDC), in 
consxiltation with representatives of the Bureau of Intergovernmental 
Personnel Programs and the Bureau of Training, developed a check- 
list of training needs and adequacy of training resources. Follow- 
ing a tryout with some member jurisdictions of the Mid-Atlantic 



Personnel Assessment Consdrtiiun, the checklist (Appendix A) was ^ 
sent, during February arid March 1976, through the USCSC regional 
offices to potential respondehts in: ' 

- all State central personnel agencies 

- all counties and mtxnicipalities with population of 500, 000 or more 

- a random 35% sample of comities and municipalities with popula- 
tion between 25,000 and 500,000 * — 

Where appropriate, school-and other special districts were in- 
cluded in the saipple. In each case an effort was made to reach the 
person having primafry responsibility for examining in the jurisdiction. 

A total of 884 questionnaires were-sent out to 131 large State and 
local jurisdictions (population over 500,000), and 7^3 medium-rsized 
jurisdictions (25, 000 to 500, OOQ population). Nonrespondents received 
one follow-up letter. In all, 453 usable returns were received; thus the 
response rate was 51. ?%. The rate was considerably higher for large 
than for medium jurisdiction^: 86. 3% as against 45^!2%. The break- 
down of responses by USCSC region is given in Appendix B. 

Results 

Table 1 shows the number of respondents in each USCSC region and ; 
in the total sample who characterized their pre senM raining resources 
in each subject area as "Generally Adequate. The )coi:responding 
perxrentages for the total sample are shown. The latiner, it ^11 be - 



I 

Jurisdictions Reporting "Generally Adequate" Training Available 



*N • 453 

























Nl 


FH AT 


CH 


CT T\i TW 

SI DA D£ 


CD fiV 

SF S£ 


TOTAL 


k 


1 

1* 


JOD aaAiysIS 101 ScICClIOD H 




V in 


A 

Q 


8 6 3 

9 U V 


10 5 

lU J 


* 61 

Ul 


13.'5 


2* 


Job-eleaeot examining 3 






C 


9 if - - 1 


12 3 

i4 J 




11 s 
lit J 




lesc conscniccion i 




J u 


fl 

o 


7 0 

f w 


36 


7 9 




Valuer lOD QtytwyuSui ^ 


0 

w 


3 7 


A 




6 2 


32 


7 1 


c 

j» 




1 


5 7 


12 

A4 


6 7 3 


9 3 


57 


12.6 


L 

D« 


UA4on^4no Ann /*nfiiK4 Ti4no 0/*nFAa i 
WClgUkiUg ftuu CUUDinUlg ouUlCB J 


0 

w 


3 5 


9 


4 4 1 


6 1 


36 


7.9 




touicni vaiioaLion . j 
Construct validation ^ 2 


1 

X 


2 7 


u 


'7 3 2 


12 3 


46 


10 2 

Iw • 


0 ' 
0* 


0 

w 


2 S 


A 


3 3 1 


5 ' 1 


26 


5.7 




Lriccrion*reiacea vaiiaacion « ^ 


1 
1 




7 


2 3 2 


2 

0 4 


33 


7 3 


10* 


Perfornance tests ^ 2 






Q 

7 


HAS 
U H J 


1 1 1 
11 i 


47 


10 4 

iwt H 


il« 


woric sanpies ^ i .'i 


1 , 
1 ' 




Q 

7 , 


0 3 3 

U J J 


8 2 

U 4 


35 


7.7 




rnysicai acanaaras x 


J 


\ 10 


0 


0 5 5 
\j J J 


fi 3 


41 


9.1 


13* 


Training and experience ratings 0 


1 
1 


Z \ 10 


a 

0 


A 5 5 

H J J 


R 1 


44 


9.7 


14. 


Interest and personality inventories 2 


1 
1 


Q A 7 

3 '\ 7, 


0 


0 0 '\ 
ii I J 




'^A 


7.5 


1)« 


Dxograpnicai aaca ^ j 
Keierence cnecics j 


n 
u 




7 


li 4 2 
r H 4 


2 

0 4 


38 


8.4 


ID* 


1 
1 




ii 


A 7 


Q 2 
7 4 


' 58 


12.8 




AbMABMH&M^ MA*t#AVM H 1 

Asseasmenc cencers ^ x 


IV* 


3 L 


£ 

V 


2 1 1 

4 11 


5 1 

J X 


' 24 
4^ 


5.3 


IQ 
10 • 


urax examining ^ 


1 
1 


3 A 


11 
ii 


' 1 A A 

1 H H 


14 4 


50 


11.4 




Setting passing scores 3 


2 


2 9 


8 


1 3 3 


*11 1 


43 


9.5 


20 




2 


.2 10 


'8 


2 4 3 


13 1 


46, 


10.2 


21. 


Test fairness 3 


1 


3 7 


- 7 


. 0 7 '2 


, 8 2 


40^ 


8.8 


22. 


Certification 2 




4 11 


11 


5 7- 3 


12 2 


60 


13.3 


23. 


Test portability and cooperative 














6.6 




testing 2 


' o' 


3 4 


6 


' 1', 2 1 


10 1 


30 


24. 


Promotional exams a 3 


2 


3 11 


9 


3 4 2 


10 2 


49 


10.8 


25. 


Legal regulations for selection / 2 


1 


4 8 


'6 


13 3 


11 6 


47 


10.4 

0 



Vote* Abbrevlat^pns: 



Boston 
NY - Nev York 



PH. - Philadelphia ' 
AT - AtlanU 



CH r Chicago 
SL - St. Louis 



DA - Dallas 
DE - Denver 



SF - San Francisco 
SE - Seattle 



ERIC 



8 



observed, rsgige from 13. 5% for item no; 1 (job analysis for selection) 
to 5. 3% for item no. 17 (assessment centers). Clearly, few juris- 
dictions perceive their present resources^as adequate. ' . ^ 

Table 2 shows the data for those reporting their needs in each 
area.as being of /^medium*^ or "high" priority. Here the percentages 



range from 57. 8 for item 1 <job analysis for selection) to 24. 9 for 

I- 

item no. 16 (reference checks). 



. Table 3 shows the number of jurisdictions reporting .that "most" or , 
"all" of t^eir examination staff need training in subject areas which . ^ 
those jurisdictions rated as being of "medium" or "high" priority. 
' For the total sample, the percentages so reporting range from 38.0% * 
for item no. ^25 (legal regulations for selection) to 15. 2% for item no. 16 
(reference checks). . 

For priority- setting purposes, the data shown in Table 4 are the*^ 
most significant. This table shows, by regions and for the total group, 
the frequencies with w^ch jurisdictions reported "none" or "partially 
adequate" training available, in "medium" or "high" priority areas, 
where "most" or "all^' personnel need such training. The table also 
shows the rank order of the percentages for i:he total group. These 
per^ntages range from 31. 3 for item no. 13 (training ahd experience \ 
ratings) to IL 7 for item no. 16 (reference checks). Also relatively 
high were 30. 9% for item ho. 25 (legal regulations far sele/ 
29. 1% for item no. 18 (oral examining). 
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6 
8 

7 
h 
1 
4 

13 
9 
9 

10 
9 



8 5 * ■ 6 
17 9 8 
22 IZ 12 



8 
8 

11 14- 
9 



6 
9 
9 
9 
9 
16 
7 
•7 
15 

6 

7 

5 

8 
16 
10 

9 
10 
10. 

AO 

r8 

12 



11 16 
14 . 11 
3 
10 



isr ic 



12 

16 
14 
13 
14 
16 
10 
i3 
18 

6 
5 
3 
14 
13 
13 
12 
15 
6 

7 
10 
14 



> 

7 

11' 
10 
9 
12 

7 
12 

6 

4 
6 
19 
6 
6 
7 
4 

7 
12 
10 



• 115 
130 
lcI8/ 
124 
89 
94 
126 
117 
114 
125 
95 
99 
142 

67 
62 
53 
87 

132 
96 
91 

115 
68 

'76 
115 
140 



25.4 
28.7 
26.0 
27.4 
19.6 
20.8 
27.8 
25.8* 
25.2 
27.6 
=,21.0 
21.9 
31.3 

14.8 
13,7 
11.7 
19.2 
29.1 
21.2 
20.1 
25.4 
15.0 

16.8 
25.4 
30.9 



/ - 



BN - Boston 
NY - New York 



PH - Philadelphia 
AT - Atlanta 



CH - Chicago 
SL - St., Louis 



•DA - Dallas 
DE - Denver 



SP - San Pranclsco 
SE - Seattle 
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Even among , the survey, sample, , the qe p^r^^ typically 
'.represent several hundred potential trairi^es. J^^ding the two-thirds . 
of jnedilun- sized jurisdictions not ifrclnded in the' and 
keeping in mind the extent of persoVinel turnoVer chiracteristic\of 
many examining staffs, the trainee population could sUb^tai:itially ' 
exceed 1, 000 for many, if, riot most, subject areas. / . ; 



For jurisdictions reporting any training needs. Table 5 shows the 
type of trailing indicated. It is clear that more jurisdictions perceive 
themselves in need of basic than of refresher training, 'whiie still more 

see a need for both kinds. ' ^ 

" • ' ■ * * 

Table 6 sh(fws the breakdown between large and medium-sized juris- 
dictions in respect to "medium'' and "high" priority needs in the 25 subject 
areas. With few exceptions, Aaedium-si'zed jurisdictions report such needs 
less frequently than do larger jurisdictions. Tl\e main reason for this seems 
to be th^-many of the smaller jurisdictions rep'orted no training needls at 
all because, as they explained, they have so few ^employees. Yet,; even 
among the medium-sized juris'dictions, at least a third rate their training 
needs as of "medium" or "h|gh" priority for 20 of the 25 subject areas, 
l^oreover, the relative impc^tanee of training needs among the subject 
areas differs little, between large and medium jurisdictions. 



t 

Table 5 



V 


s . 

■* 

, jgfjr'^ Type of Training Needed b; 


f Jurisdictions Reporting Training Needs 


f 

• 






.■t ' 

Subject .Ar^a 


■'t- 


• \ ^ ' 

\ ^fresher 
4 ? — i 


Basic 
Z 


Both 

Z . 


1. 


Job analysis for selection 




10* L 


39.2 


55.0 


2. 


Job*-ele0ent examining 




li* 0 




56.2 


.3. ( 


> Test construction 


j 


V JLD»7 


47.0 


59.0 


4. 


Criterion development 




^ 13.4 


50.9 


48.1 


c 

J. 


Item analysis 




1 Q Q 


41. 2 


52.5 • 




Weighting and combining scares > t 






37.4 


50.0 


7. 


Content validation 




in ft 


53.5 


AQ 1 

48.1 


8- 


Construct validation 






VIA 

57.9 


51.4 




Criterion*related validation 




0.2 


47.5 


57.7 


10. 


Performance test? 






/.I D 


CO 0 

59.0 


11. 


Work samples 




Q q 


47.0 


33. U 


12. 


Physical standards 




19 1 


42.5 , 


c?r Q 
57.0 


13. 


Training and experience ratings 




18.8 


/A 1 

40.1 


53.5 




interest and personality inventories 




17.1 


4**. J 


CI 1 

31. 1 


15. 


Biographical data 




3A.1 


97 9 
LI %L 




16. 


Reference checks 




28.1 






1 7 
it • 


Assessment centers , **" 




21.0 




56.2 

^ V . M 


18. 


Oral examining 




23.7 


32.5 


56.2 


19. 


Setting passing scores 




28.1 


,34.4 


49.9 


20. 


Examination. planning 




16.5 


46.2 


49.7 


21 


Test fairness 




5.8 


47.5 


59.1 


22. 


Certlf icition 




15.5 


58.2 


38.7 


23. 


Test portability aqd cooperative testing 




11,8 


46.4 


54.2 


24. 


Promotional exams 




15.3 


45.5 


51.6 


25» 


Legal regulations for selection 




8.4 


50.6 


53.4 



I 




V. 



\ 



Table 6 




\ 



Pe;?tent of Urge and Medluto Jurl^adlctlons Reporting '"Medium" or "High". 
. Priority Training Needs 



is 



Subject %rea 



i Jurlsdictionfl 
Large (N - 113) Medium ( 




Job analyais for selection 

Job-elemiejit examining 

Teat construction 

Criterion development 

Item analysis • ^ 

Weighting and comblnlnjg scores 

Content validation 

Construct validation 

Criterlon-^related validation 

Performance tests 

Work samples 

Physical standards 

Training and experience ratings 

Interest and personality inventories 

Biographical data 

'Reference checks ' ^ 
Assessment centers 
Oral examining 
Setting passing scores 
Examinatibi^annlng 
Test fairness 
Certification 

Test portability and codperatlve testing 

Promotional exams 

Legal regulations for sellecUon, 



65.4 
58.4 
65.4 
64.5 
46.8 
49.5 
62.8 
53.1 
58.4 
45.9 
45.9 
47.7 
63.7 
16.7 
27.4 
15.9 
38.9 
57.4 
55.7 
53.9 
62.8 
23.8 
31.8 
50.4 
52.2 



'54 
51.7 
40.5 
42.2 
59.0 
46.1 
50.8 
60.2 
37.2 
45.8 
57.3 
31.3 
29.0 
"31.3 
30.0 
60.0 
44.8 
42.9 
48.5 
41.2 
30.9 
54.9 
66.6 
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Limitations of the Survey ^> 
In evaluating thej^results of this survey, it is important to keep/ 
mind th.e limitations of the^procedure. * ^ • f 

- Aside from jurisdiction size, we hav^ no information abou^ the 
characteristics of ponrespondents and their reasons for silence. 
Failure to return the questionnaire mj^y have been due to many 
causes; e. g.,, lack of interest, the absence of perceived training 
needs due to the small size of the, jurisdiction's selection operation, 
or the feeling that adequate training is already available. Some 
jurisdictions did return unanswered questionnaires with explanatory 
statements! these were treated as respondents in the tabulations, of 
the data. . . if ' 

- Since none of the subject-matter' areas were defined, some juris- 
dictions may. not have itnderstood the ziieanin*g or the significance of • 
many areas. This would most likely have been true of very small 
jurisdictions, especially in the case of more highly technical subiect 
areas. Problems of this kind did not show up in the tryout which 
preceded the ^ull-scale survey. 

- Some jurisdictions reporting "no need" may pimply have failed to 
perceive their deficiencies in certain areas. 

- Although the' questionnaire asked respondents to ihdicate the size 
of their examining staffs, man^ appear to have misinterpreted this 
item, chiefly by repeating the size of their entire personnel staff. 

11 



As a result, itiwas impossible to tsjje account of this factor in 

analyzing the data. .Instead^ wfe have been able to consider on\y 

<\ ^ . . . ^ ' 

the size of the jurisdiction in compiling .Table 6. 

■ ' . - - Sa^tnmary ^ : 

' I. ' ' * , 

Within ihese limitations; several conclusions stand out clearly. 

■ ■ ■ ) 

- Comparatively few of the responding jjirisdictions perceivfe 
. thpir training as ^'generally adequate'* in any subject area. 

The highest percentage so reporting wal^ only 13. 5. ^ 

In all but one of the subject areas, more than 25% of the 
jurisdictions rated their training needs as of "medium" or 
' "high" priority. „ 

- In is of these "medium" or "high i priority areas, more than 
' ^5% of the- responding jurisdictions^ reporte.d that most or all 



bf^their personnel' ne.ed training. v 
-^/1Pfte^•^>]^^ as tho.qr "medium" to "high" 



prioj^^^rfe^lfs or all staff need training and where 

no tt*aining o^ omy partially adequate training is available. 
- Thirteen such areas were reported by more than 25% of the 
. respondents*. Across the 25 subject areas, the potential number 
of trainees ranges from several hundred/to well over a 
thousand. . . . ^ , 

.12 



Mo re. judia^aig'tions. perceive themselves in need of basic than 
of refresher/training, while still jnpre see a need for bofh 
kinds. . / ^ 



Wifh few exceptij^ns/ medium-size^J jurisdietions report training 
needs less freqijofently than large jurisdictions. However, relative 
priority of needs among the 25 subject areas varies negli^bly with 
size of jurisdiction. 
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1^ 



miJ^SSt TRAIMISO NEEDS IN SELECTION 



if 



■ O.M.B, No. 050-S75017' 
' ' Approval Ejrpirea 3/31/76 



INSTRUCTIONS 



IJJuIlfont^tJM'rr reverse side, please Indicate by checking In the appropriate col.m4 training 
situation as it pertains to your stah. You should have four check krks for each subject area, ' 

• ■ ' ■ ( '. ^ ■ 1 ' ' ' 

J? lt!"^SS„[L'!;'°* ^ 'i''^'' '"^'""'^ " ^'^^'^^i ^ ^ couple 

of years. Consider your present .staff as well lis probable additions due to turnover or expansion. ' . 



tl.I!'!!''! ^^T^ ^"P^^"' « "View of so<ne area in which 

. H » VL'r*" 5^ those who have had little or 

no training or experience in a subject area. ' ^LL« ui 

^.^HJl!I5i5?*'r^ of training now available to your Jurisdiction, -please take into account not on\ 
Its auitabiUty to your needs, but also its accessibility from the standpoint- of cost, iUUn- - and ;:«r' 
sucif considerations. j ' ' ' 



Pleiie add any other subject areas in which you think training is needed for you^ 
the present situation by checking r'- appropriate columns. 



Any cooDenta you care to mke u. be appreciated. Use the space below and additional .eets if needed 
Thank you for your cooperation. i 



and ^iiL^te 

\ 
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'snvn or miNiK khm u auciioi 



DM U 




.00 luff liltL 



lubjicc Arui 



L Job toWflf fo^ Stlicttoo 



]. Copitnictlon 



4. Critirlon Ptvilownt 



AniWiU 



6. Wtiihttitf ^ C(Ml)tolnt 

_M\i- — ^ — 



7. Contint YiliditlOP 



8. CoMtruct Villditlof 



hopotCloQ of ttaff ' ' 
HiidlM'trtlpinir 

Mdhi Sow MoiC ,AU 
of of of of 
Stiff SCi(f Stiff Stiff 



Priority: 



Zero 



mi\m Ul|b 



^ Mot 

U* * ^' Applt* 

fraibir Bi^c loth cibl)i 



Zl 



TrilalQi ttov 
Anllibh to 

iv«ll- Pirtlilly 0«ii«riily 
ibli Adiquiti Adiqi^ti 



9. Ctltarlon-rtlfttd ViUditloo 



IQ. h 



PirfocMnce Ttiti 



12. rhYilcil 8t<adirdi_ 



U. TtilAlol k bpirliDCi 



U. lotcrtit ^OQiUty 

1} J^OfWblCit Olli 



Ufmnci Chtcb 



Ai iiliiint Ctntitt 



Itf Oril Enilnlnt 



19 > Stttlni Fiiilfti ScotM 



^9. imilnitldb fU^Sk 



22. C<rtlflcitloo 



23. Tut fortiblllty & Cooplt^ 
itUt Ilitlni 



24. FroMOtlonal Kxm 



23. Ugil laiulitloQi for^ 
SiUctloo 



i-U- 
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APPENDIX B 



Number ^Jurisdictions R«sj}on^ing In Each USCSe Region 



Large Small 



t 



Tptal 



" Atlanta • ^ 

(KY, TN, KC, SC, MS, 
AL-j GA, FL) 

Boston 

(ME, MA, CT, NH, RI, 
VT) 

Chicago 

(IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, 
WI) 

Dallas 

(AR, U, NM, OK, TX) 

Denver 

(CO, KT, ND, SD, UT, 
WY) 

New York 

(NJ, NY, PR, VT) 

Philadelphia 

(DE, MD, PA, VA, WV) 

Saint Louis 

(U, KS^ MO, NB) 

Sap Francisco 

(AZ, CA, HI, NV, GU) 

Seattle 

(AK, ID, OR, WA) 
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Tot 



12 
16 
8 
14 

9 ' 

113 



51 



39 



52 



20 



28 



16 



25 



27 
44 
38 

34*0 



69 

45 

67 

28 
35 



28 



41 
35 
58 



47^ 



453 



